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In mid-May, fire swept through Los Alamos, New
Mexico, and destroyed over 260 homes, left hun-
dreds of families homeless, torched more than
47,000 acres and has reportedly caused an es-
timated $1 billion in damage.

Donations for our colleagues can be sent to:
Department of Energy

Attn: Northern New Mexico Fire Recovery Fund
Office of Chief Financial Officer, CR-52

P.0. Box 500

Germantown, MD 20874-0500

Checks should be made payable to the Depart-
ment of Energy and indicate they are for the Fire
Recovery Fund. Donations are tax deductible.

June/July 2000

A VISION FOR CLEANUP

By James Fiore, Deputy Assistant Secretary — Office of Site Closure,
U.S. Department of Energy

Late last year the Office of Site Closure of the U.S. Department of
Energy’s Office of Environmental Management (EM) redirected its pro-
gram to have the sole focus of achieving cleanup and closing sites. To
meet this challenge, the Office of Site Closure developed a five-point vi-
sion and articulated the necessary keys to achieve the vision.

The Site Closure Program will:

m Set the standard for safe, cost-effective closure of nuclear facilities;

m Be the model for transitioning Government activities from operations
to closure;

m Achieve end-states that are safe now and enable protective, effective stew-
ardship for the future;

m Deploy new technologies to help the drive toward closure; and

m Focus on closing sites under its responsibility by 2006.

EM is responsible for the management of sites and facilities contami-
nated during, and wastes generated as a result of, the Cold War. Past op-
erations resulted in radioactive, hazardous, and mixed wastes and con-
tamination at these sites. EM’s mission is to treat and dispose of these
wastes, and eliminate, or reduce to safe, prescribed levels, any risks to hu-
man health and safety or the environment that may be posed by these
contaminants.

Since EM was established in 1989, it used a program office structure
to address its specific activities: waste management, environmental resto-
ration, technology development, and nuclear materials stabilization. In
late 1999, EM reorganized to better focus on the completion of its mis-
sion on a site level (i.e., waste management and site cleanup), and to en-
able closer coordination between Headquarters and the field activities.

Under the new EM organization, the Office of Site Closure is respon-
sible for the entire missions of waste management, environmental resto-
ration, and nuclear materials stabilization at seven of EM’s twelve opera-
tions offices (Albuquerque, Chicago, Nevada, Oak Ridge, Oakland, Ohio,
and Rocky Flats). These responsibilities encompass work at 109 of EM’s
I 13 sites; including storage, treatment, and disposal of legacy waste; man-
agement of nuclear materials processing and production facilities; remedi-
ation of large tracts of land with soil and/or groundwater contamination;
and decontamination and decommissioning of numerous surplus facilities.
In some instances, remediated surplus facilities will be transferred to the

local community for economic development.
(Continued on Page 7)
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EDITORS’ NOTE: With the reorganization of the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE)
Office of Environmental Management (deisk Excellence Notes—January 2000), the
Center for Risk Excellence reports programmatically to the DOE Office of Safety, Healtt
and Security Director — Randal Scott. This relationship is captured in the new multi-yeal
program planFiscal Years 2001-2005, NATIONAL HEALTH AND SAFETY RISK PRO-
GRAM. The plan will soon be available from the Center for Risk Excellence (call 888/
DOE-RISK, or visit the web site http://riskcenter.doe.gov). We are pleased to have th

LETTER FROM
THE EDITORS

All waste cleanup projects require
vision, cooperation, understanding,
technical knowledge, and innovation.
Much of cleanup is about establish-
ing boundaries and then working to
achieve those limits. Risk aspects af
these subjects, as they relate to clea
up goals, are covered in this issue oru
Risk Excellence Notes In this is-
sue, we have focused on the U.S. De}
partment of Energy’'s (DOE)
program. We are very pleased tof
present articles from DOE and the
U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency Headquarters that extend
their vision. Equally exciting is the
advent of an International Risk Net-
work — one that brings together
people who are handling legacies
from the Cold War. As a part of this
exchange and in the spirit of open-
ness, we offer to the Russian speak
ing members the opportunity to read
about the Network in their vernacu-
lar. This is followed by a group of
articles that touch upon specific risk-
related activities within the DOE pro-
gram. Last are some of the thoughts
opinions, and frustrations held by
some of our readers. All-in-all, we
are very pleased and hope that yo
will be too!

Nancy Lane
Lane Environmental, Inc.

Mary Jo Acke Ramicone
U.S. Department of Energy
Center for Risk Excellence

following article from Mr. Scott, a recent recipient of a Presidential Rank Award.

A Word from the Director of the U.S. Department of Energy’s
Office of Safety, Health and Security —

TO BE A LEADER IN SAFETY

As cleanup at the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) sites accelerates, we
must ensure that we have the systems, procedures, technological tools and be-
havioral attitudes in place to improve our safety performance. One of the prin-
ciple goals of the Office of Safety, Health and Security (EM-5) is to upgrade Envi-
ronmental Management’s (EM) safety record and institutionalize safety aware-
ness throughout EM Headquarters and our field offices, contractors and pro-
grams. Our intent is to be a leader in safety, with a record that meets or ex-
ceeds that of the best private firms. To accomplish this aim, we must look for
ways to enhance the current DOE safety paradigm. We need to increase knowl-
edge and awareness of the importance of safety at all levels, motivate workers
while engaging their active participation, galvanize the EM leadership to fully ad-
dress safety issues, and inculcate the inherent understanding that safety is
everyone’s responsibility.

Safely accomplishing the DOE cleanup safely requires the full use of a variety
of tools, including risk analysis, risk management, and risk communication. In or-
der to protect workers and the public during cleanup operations, we must fully
utilize what we already know about the likelihood and consequences of accidents
and exposures. The Center for Risk Excellence can help us do this, and that is
one reason why | am pleased to be its new Headquarters sponsor. | believe that
our relationship can create a synergy, which will truly benefit the Department, its
workers, and the residents of communities near our sites.

In addition to supporting the Center’s work with DOE Operations Offices in
solving specific issues, | welcome the Center’s active participation in forging a
new safety culture, and in ensuring that workers and the public fully participate in
decisions affecting their safety and health. Toward that end, | have been working
to focus the Center’s activities around three central themes: the role of risk in
safety and health, balancing worker risk with cleanup risk in environmental deci-
sion-making, and safety and health risk considerations in technology development
and use.

EM-5 will be successful when everyone, from the individual worker doing the
cleanup to the top officers of DOE and its contractors, considers the safety im-
pact of everything they do. | believe that the Office of Safety, Health and Security,
with the help of the Center for Risk Excellence and others, can be instrumental
in achieving the objective of a truly safe cleanup.

Randal S. Scott, Director
U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Safety, Health and Security

http://riskcenter.doe.gov
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WHAT’S HAPPENING AT THE IN OTHER NEWS FROM
g ey THE CENTER. ..
. Center for Risk Excellence / / Eco-Informa 2001 s a unique
- ECO-L A= Ll environmental conference fo-
cusing on global risk chal-

A Word from the Director of the U.S. Department of Energy’s

Center for Risk Excellence — lenges of the 21 century. The aim of this sixth

international meeting is to share risk analysis in-
INTERNATIONAL OPPORTUNITY formuﬁon among pr(?fessionals und'the Public and
define roadmaps for integrated solutions in the new

_ . millennium. £co-/nforma is designed to bridge the
Former enemies in the Cold War are now working together to address hazards g !

to communities and ecosystems from the chemical and radiological wastes resulting
from that war. In 1995, the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) Office of Environ-
mental Management (EM) published Closing the Circle on the Splitting of the Atom. This
document elaborated on the environmental legacy of nuclear weapons production in
the U.S. and what actions the DOE was taking to address these wastes. With more

gap between evolving scientfific knowledge and in-
novative applications that can successfully address
emerging environmental issues. This conference,
scheduled for May 15-18,2001 at Argonne National
Laboratory, provides a platform for communicating
new information about science, technology, and in-

than a billion curies in more than 36 million cubic meters of radioactive wastes, the tegrated strategies for solving critical problems.
only “good news” was, that for the most part, the wastes are “contained.” Of the The goal is to identify interdisciplinary approaches
total waste volume, about one-percent is highly radioactive, but this one-percent that will lead to sustainable decisions for the glo-
contains 95 percent of the total curies to be managed. These wastes are in tanks at bal community.

Savannah River, Hanford, and Idaho. Because of containment, the pathways to poten-
tial receptors are extremely limited, and thus the risks are low. Ironically, the Russian
weapons complex now has less waste in storage, because large quantities of its high-
level wastes (estimated at 1.7 billion curies) were poured directly into rivers or in-
jected deep underground. Widespread waste discharges have left Russia and
surrounding countries with large areas of contamination. Because these wastes are
not contained, there are many potential pathways of exposure and the risks to the
public and ecosystems are evident. In many of the countries of the former Soviet
Union people are ill from radiation exposure.

Presentations on the four session themes listed be-
low are elicited.

1. Water: land use, rights, distribution, purifica-
tion, quality criteria, alternative uses.

2. Food: resource use, supply, irradiation, packag-
ing, distribution, genetically modified organ-
isms, and other bioproducts.

3. Energy & Transportation: energy generation,
conservation, natural and renewable resources,

In early May, | attended a North Atlantic Treaty Organization Conference on distribution, infrastructure, global mobility, and
Risk Assessment Activities for the Cold War Facilities and Environmental Legacies. alternative modes.
| had the privilege of “rubbing elbows” with risk experts from twelve Eastern Euro- 4. Environmental Pollution: industrialization, ur-
pean Nations, many of which were part of the former Soviet Union. All of these banization, biodiversity, dimate change, persis-
nations are faced with the environmental legacies of the Cold War directly, or be- fent atmospheric pollutants, and waste site
cause wastes have moved through water or soil across their boundaries. These ex- remediation.
perts requested we share information on risk assessments, risk management, and Several short courses will be offered in conjunction
risk communication. In response to their requests, | proposed that we establish a with £co-/nfarma 2001 on topics such as web-based
Risk Assessment Network. On pages 4 and 5, this agreement is published in Rus- communication and outreach programs, use of Geo-
sian and English in its entirety, offering an exchange of information, science, training, graphic Information Systems, cumulative risk assess-
and students. Risk Excellence Notes will be one vehicle for initiating and maintaining ment, enhanced natural resource management sys-
this Network. We have a wonderful opportunity to learn from these international tems, and risk-based evaluation of new technologies.
experts and to share our knowledge and experiences to help them and ourselves. For more information on Eco-Informa
Today, more than ever before we are one global community, and the opportunity visit our web site http://riskcenter.doe.
to ensure the future of that global community is now! gov. To register contact Joan
Brunsvold, Argonne National Labora-
Alvin L.Young, Director tory (630/252-5585; email

jbrunsvold@anl.gov).

U.S. Department of Energy’s Center for Risk Excellence

WHAT IS THE CENTER FOR RISK EXCELLENCE?

The Center for Risk Excellence was established in 1997 to help the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) address risk issues
associated with its environmental management activities. Located at the Chicago Operations Office, the Center provides field-
based risk expertise and resource coordination to those in Headquarters, the Field/Operations Offices, and outside the agency.
With a federal staff of seven, the Center has created an extended organization combining DOE staff from each of its field offices
(i.e., Board of Directors), DOE laboratories (i.e., Support Team), Cooperative Agreement Institutions, contractors, and other
organizations. For more information, call 888-DOE-RISK or visit the web site http://riskcenter.doe.gov.
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INTERNATIONAL RISK NETWORK

Risk Assessment Experts from more than 20 countries
assembled in Bourgas, Bulgaria, on 2-11 May 2000 to par-
ticipate in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
ADVANCED STUDY INSTITUTE on RISK ASSESSMENT AC-
TIVITIES for the COLD WAR FACILITIES and ENVIRONMEN-
TAL LEGACIES.

During the Institute meeting, there was a recognized
need for the networking of information and expertise to
facilitate the use of risk in resolving issues associated with
the cleanup of the waste legacies from the past Cold War.
Accordingly, the Institute participants from 13 countries
proposed that this memorandum be prepared to establish
the RISK ASSESSMENT NETWORK for COLD WAR FACILI-
TIES and ENVIRONMENTAL LEGACIES.

The undersigned participants agree to establish this net-
work for at least three major activities. These activities
include:

1. The exchange, management and distribution of informa-
tion on risk assessment, risk management and risk com-
munication supporting health, safety and environmental
protection;

3. The establishment of a unique program on training and
exchanging students from 13 countries in the disciplines
critical to the science and application of risk.

Co-coordinators for this activity will be Alvin L. Young,
Director of the Environmental Management’s Center for Risk
Excellence, United States Department of Energy, and Vitaly
A. Eremenko, co-director of the 2000 NATO Advanced Study
Institute and Head of the Department of the International
Chair Network on Transfer Technologies for Sustainable
Development under the United Nation Education, Science
and Culture Organization (UNESCOQO) and International Cen-
ter of Education System (ICES). Dr. Eremenko has estab-
lished effective coordination with those nations in Eastern
Europe and former Soviet Union engaged in risk programs
supporting Cold War Facilities and Environmental Legacies.

The following individuals from 13 countries have agreed
to serve as the focal points for this activity and signify
their concurrence to this Memorandum without commit-
ment of funding from their representative countries. They
are invited to send to co-coordinators the lists of working
groups from their own countries during May-June, 2000.

2. The facilitation of scientific collaboration to include the

determination of common technical/scientific problems,
the sharing of appropriate scientific expertise, and the
identification of potential sources of funding for this col-

laboration; and

EDITORS’ NOTE: On the next page is a Russian language trans-
lation of the above information. We provide this to those in the
former Soviet Union Countries who do not speak or read English so

that they can know what is said about their program in a language
common to them, and to further the exchange of information.

C0-COORDINATORS:

Alvin L. Young

Director, Center for Risk Excellence
United States Department of Energy
Argonne, lllinois, United States
Email alvin.young@ch.doe.gov

Vitaly A. Eremenko

Head, Department of the UNESCO/ICES
International Chair Network on “Transfer
Technologies for Sustainable Development”
Moscow, Russia

Email vitaly @vitaly.msk.ru

COUNTRY FOCAL POINTS:

Alvin L. Young

Director, Center for Risk Excellence
United States Department of Energy
Argonne, lllinois, United States
Email alvin.young@ch.doe.gov

Gergy V. Lysychenko

Director, Ukrainian Society for Sustainable
Development, Kiev, Ukraine

Email kgrt@ukrpost.net

Olga A. Juharyan
Group Manager, Professor
“Ecocenter”, Academy of Sciences of Armenia

Yerevan, Armenia
Email ecocenter@pnas.sci.am

Azamat Tynybekov

Head, International Science Center
Bishkek, Kyrgyz Republic

Email ISC@freenet.kg

Jaroslav Volf

Director, Health Officer

Ostrava, Czech Republic
Email khsova@ha-vel.cz

Tamas Madarasz

Group Manager, University of Miskoic
Associate Engineer, TERRA Environmental
Technologies

Budapest, Hungary

Email hgmt@gold.uni-miskols.hu

Ah Esat Karakaya

President, Turkish Society of Toxicology
Ankara, Turkey

Email ek03-k@tr-net.net.tr

Petr L. Gusika

President, International Association of Ecological
Safety, St. Petersburg, Russia

Email shilov@mail.axon.ru

Marusja Ljubcheva

Assoc. Prof. Chair, Scientific Advisory Council,
Bourgas UNESCO/ICES

Bourgas, Bulgaria

Email lyubcheva@obstinab.bse.bg

Petr I. Metreveli

Group Manager, Minister of Foreign Affairs
Thilisi, Republic of Georgia

Email unesco@mfa.gov.ge

Kestutis Kadunas

Head, Hydrological Division
Vilnius, Lithuania

Email Kestutis.Kadunas@Igt.It

Florin Glodeauu

Head, Health Physics and Environmental
Protection Department

Bucharest, Romania

Email fglodeanu@snn.rdsnet.ro

Olga N. Aneziris

Group Manager, National Center for Scientific
Research

Ahia Paraskevi, Greece

Email olga@ipta.demokritos.gr

http://riskcenter.doe.gov
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MEMOPAHIVM O BBAMUMOIIOHMMAHUMN.

Cuenuanucrsl 10 aHAIN3Y pUCKa, 6osree yem n3 20
crpaH, Osun mpuramenst B Byprac, Boarapus, 8 nepmop 2 -
11 Mas 2000, pos yuacrus B 3aastusx VHCTUTYTA
IEPCIIEKTVIBHBIX 3HAHUI OTOEJIA HAYKI
HATO o reme “METOJOJIOIM S AHAJIVI3A PIICKA B
PEIIEHUV ITPOBJIEM HACJIEAMA XOJIOJHOM
BOVIHBI, - npo6;iem BOEHHO-ITPOMBIIIIJIEHHOTO
KOMIIJIEKCA 1 OKPYZKAIOIIEV CPEIbI”.

B nporecce 3aHsTHIT M BHEAY U TOPHBIX BCTPEY ObLIA
BBISIBJICHA IIOTPEOHOCTSH U 11€J1eCO00PA3HOCTS B
opra"m3sanuy 1o rematruke VlHcruryra ceru oomena
uH(pOpMALMETi, 3HAHNSIMA U OIBITOM, C HOMOIBIO KOTOPOII
MO2ZKHO OBLJIO OBI 00JIEIYNTD IIPMMEHCHIE METO0IOI I
PMCKA K PEIICHUIO IPOOBIIEM JINMKBU/IAI[ U HACJIE VST
IPOIIJION X0JI0JHOM BOVIHBIL.

Kaxk ciegcreue, yuactHuku VIHcTHTYTA - ClIEMaIMCThI
n3 TpuHaguatu (13) crpan, IpeII0KIIN IO JTOTOBUTH HTOT
MEMOPAHAYM, OIIPEIEIISIONIVII CO3JaHIIE
VMH®OPMAILIMMIOHHOY CETU a1t OBMEHA
IOJAHHBIMMI no AHAJIN3Y PUCKOB, nmermomux
oraowmenue x [IPOBJIEMAM HACJIEAMA XOJIOOHOM
BOVIHBI, a umenno, - CHVZKEHIIO PVICKA OT
BOEHHO-ITPOMBIIIJIEHHBIX KOMITJIEKCOB 1
3ATPAI3HEHHOV OKPYKAIOIIEV CPE/IBI.

Huzkenoanucasmmecs COryIaCUIuCcs B TOM, YTO
co3gaBaemasi CeTh Oy/ET CIIOCOOCTBOBATH YCTAHOBJICHUIO, 10
KpanHEN MEPE, TPEX IVIABHBIX BU/IOB J€ATEJIbHOCTI:

1. Opranuzanuyu o6MeHa U pacIpeeIeHNsT MHPOPpMAL N
0 METO/{OJIOTUY VI PE3YJIBTATAX 110 AHATIN3Y PUCKA, 4
TaKIKe 0 JIOCTUIKCHUSX B YIPABICHUN PUCKOM U
PACHPOCTPAHEHUY JAHHBIX 110 PUCKY, HAIPABICHHBIX HA
IO{eP2KAHME 3M0POBBSI, 0E30HACHOCTH U 3AIUTY
OKPY2KAIOLIEN CPEBI;

2. CopeiicrBus HAYYHOMY COTPYJHIUYECTBY, KOTOPOE
BKJII0YAJIO0 OB BEIABJIEHIE OOITUX TEXHMIECKUX |
HAYYHBIX IP006JIeM, 00MEH COOTBETCTBYOIIVIMI
CHEMAJIHHBIMU HAYYHBIMY 3HAHUSIMU, Y TOVICK
IOTEHIIVATBHBIX MCTOYHUKOB JIJIsI (PMHAHCUPOBAH S
JTOTO0 COTPYHUYCCTBA.

3. @®opmupoBaHMs €IMHCTBEHHOI B CBOEM POZE
IIPOrpaMmbl 00y IeHUS 1 00MEHA CTYACHTAMM DTUX
TPUHAALATY CTPAH B OCTAIOIIEVICS IIOHBIHE
JepUIITHON 001aCTY 3HAHMIL M YIEOHBIX AVICIIUILINH,
CBSI3aHHBIX C HAYKOM M MPAKTUYECKNM HIPUMEHEHUEM
METO/IOJIOT MY AHAIN3A PUCKA.

Koopauuaropamu aroit gesrressHocT 0yayr Assus JI.
Anr, Jupexrop Llenrpa onpenensiomux paspaboTok 1o
PUCKY LIS yIIPABJICHMS OKPY2KAIOIIEIL CPEIO,
Munucrepcrsa suepretTuku Coegunennsix Iltaros, u
Buranui A. Epemenko , co- mupexkrop VMucruryra
nepcueKTUBHbIX 3HaHMIT oTena Hayku HATO 2000 roxa ,
PyxoBogurens [Jenapramenra MexK/(yHapO/HOM Kadeaps -

cern “Ilepenada TexHOIOIMI AJI8 YCTOMYMBOIO PA3BUTUA -
cosmectHOro nojpasaenenus Oprannzanuun OOH no
o6pasosanmnio , Hayke u kyasrype (KOHECKO) n
Mexaynapogaoro nentpa obyuaromux cucrem ( MIIOC).
ITpodeccop, mokTop Hayk B. Epemenko ycraHoBmI
3 (PeKTUBHYIO KOOPAVHAIINIO C IPEACTABUTEISIMU TEX
crpan Bocrounoit EBpormsr n npexuero Coserckoro Coro3a,
KOTOPBIE MHTEPECYIOTCS VIV 3aHSATHI B IIPOTPAMMAaX aHAJIN3A
pMCKa, MMCIONIVIX OTHOIICHNE K PELICHIIO IIPOGIeM
HACJIe1VIsI IIPOIILJION XOJI0/{HOYI BOIHBI, - IPOOGJIEM BOCHHO-
IIPOMBIIIJIEHHOI'0 KOMILJIEKCA M OKPY2KAIOIIEVi CPEIBI.
Huzxecienyromuye jiuna oT TPUHAAATI CTPAH
corracuiaucek paborars kak “focal-points”( HauoHaBHBIE
KOOP/IMHATOPSI ) /IJIs1 OCYECTBICHMS OIMCAHHOJ BBIIIE
ACATCABHOCTY I BBIPA2KAIOT MIX COIJIACUC C JAaHHBIM
MemopaHAyMOM, UCKIIOYAsi OJHAKO 00s13aTE/IHCTBA 110
¢uHaHCHPOBaHUIO PABOTHI CETHU IIPECTABIISIEMBIMU VIMI
CTpaHaMMU. HOI[HI/IC&BIHI/IM ATOT JOKYMCHT IIPCIO2KEHO B
Tedenue mas - nons 2000 nHdOPMUPOBATH KOOPAVHATOPOB
CETM O CIIMICOMHOM COCTaBE PA00YMX IPYII OT TPUHALIATI
CTpaH.

KOOPOMHATOPHI:

Ansun JI. dur / Alvin L Young /

HOupexrop, Lentp onpenessiomux pa3paboToK IO PUCKY LT
yIpaBJICHNUS OKPYKaloIel cpeioit, MuHMCTEpCTBA DHEPTETUKN
Coegnuennrix IlltaTos,

Aprouckas Hannonansaas Jlaboparopus,

Apron, Mumuoic 60439, CIITA

Email alvin.young@ch.doe.gov

Burammit A. Epemenxo / Vitaly A. Eremenko /

PykoBopurens, JemapTaMeHT MEKAYHAPOLHON KadEoPhl - CETH
IOHECKO \ MIJOC “ Ilepensaua TEXHOJIOTMII [AJIsI YCTONYUBOTO
pasBuTHus “,

Kadenpa - cers OHECKO \ MIIOC

4 Jly6siackast yonnua, [ogsesn 4,

101000 Mocksa, PO

Email vitaly@vitaly.msk.ru

KOOPOMHATOPBI:
Buranuit A.
EpemeHrko, AnBuH
JI. SHr

(Vitaly Eremenko and
Alvin Young shake
hands. They were
among risk experts
from 13 countries that
were present for the
signing and initiation
of the International
Risk Network.)

http://riskcenter.doe.gov
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CLEANUP GOALS AND ISSUES

u. urban farmland and wildlife habitat gardless of the waste stream it is in.
S. EDITORS’ NOTE: The topic for thig| will be put into industrial uses. Also, by streamlining paperwork re-
newsletter — Cleanup Goals & |SSU15 OSWER'’s programs today are lever- quirements, analyses showed that the
E — comes from a stakeholder's eqf- aging the multiple agendas of eco- burden to the regulated community
N lier letter to us Risk Excellence] nomic development, open space pro- was reduced by 1.6 million hours per
v Notes,February/March 2000). Init} tection, and job creation. year. Additional streamlining mea-
‘l? he expressed his concern over hqw  The programs and projects high-  sures are being investigated.
5 cleanup standards are establishefl. lighted below provide a glimpse of A tailored set of LDR treatment
N An excerpt from the letter follows: || how OSWER programs have found standards for hazardous contami-
M « multi-billion dollar better ways '_to protect public health nated soils famhtgte the treatment
E environmental cleanup decisions and the environment and how we _of these wastes with the_ undefstan_d—
N will be based on standards thate have sta_r'ged on a path to n_wakmg ing that_ the U_TS, which primarily
T . communities safer and more livable. address industrial hazardous wastes,
applied, and those standards shoulp . :
A not be established by LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS REINVENTION are not always approp_rlate or achiev-
L ., able for hazardous soils. We expect
casual groups... Under the Resource Conservation  these alternative standards will pro-
P -Marty Bensky, Richland, Washingtort} and Recovery Act (RCRA), hazard- vide the needed flexibility for expe-
R , : ous wastes must meet “land disposal  dited treatment of hazardous soils.
o Next is a small selection of the prag- restrictions” (LDR) treatment stan-
T lems faced. dards which require that wastes SETTING RISK-BASED CLEANUP STANDARDS
E placed in land-based units be treated Several OSWER offices are tailor-
f_ to levels that will minimize threats ing cleanups to the expected future
to human health and the environ- use of the site. This risk-based ap-
é MORE LT\II‘:BT:(?(‘)\:IIERI;NITIES n_went. Beginning in 1993 with_ the proach allows less stringent stan-
N _ _ ' first LDR Roundtable, U.S. Environ- dards for parcels that will be used
By Tlmpthy Fields, Jr., U.S. Environmental mental Protection Agency (EPA) for industrial purposes as opposed
P Protection Agency waste programs have worked with to residential areas. This approach
G The Office of Solid Waste and Stakeholders to explore new cost-ef- results in speedier cleanups and cost
E Emergency Response (OSWER) rec- fective_, _flexible approaches to savings at some sites, which allows
N  ognizes that innovation is the key to  Streamlining the LDR program. EPA  cleanup dollars to go further and
€ ongoing achievement in managing sponsored a sec_ond Royndtable_ in address more areas. .
Y  solid and hazardous wastes, prepar- July 1998 to gain new information OSWER has helped state agencies

ing for and preventing chemical and
oil spills, and cleaning up contami-
nated properties. OSWER is a much
different place today than it was in
the 1980s and early 1990s. We are
continuing to simplify many of our
regulatory programs, introduce
greater flexibility in our requirements,
reduce costs, help businesses to bet-
ter understand and comply with en-
vironmental requirements, and im-
prove access to environmental infor-
mation. Our overall goal remains un-
changed —protecting human health
and the environment. The risks; how-

on improving the LDR program.

A soon-to-be published advanced
notice of proposed rulemaking
(ANPRM) describes possible improve-
ments to the LDR program. Specifi-
cally, the ANPRM is investigating
whether EPA can further encourage
the use of innovative treatment tech-
nologies as well as source reduction
and recycling options. The notice will
also take a broad look at stabilization
to ensure that the variety of reagents
being used are protective of human
health and the environment.

One outcome of existing LDR re-
forms was the development of “uni-

that implement the underground stor-
age tank (UST) program to develop
risk-based decision-making processes
that they can use to take into account
the relative risk UST releases may pose
to human health and the environment.
OSWER has also supported efforts to
help states evaluate UST risk-based de-
cision-making corrective action pro-
grams. Early evaluations of these ef-
forts indicate that risk based decision
making for UST corrective action pro-
grams expedites the remediation and
closure of leaking UST sites.

Timothy Fields, Jr. is the Assistant Administra-

tor for the U.S. Environmental Protection

versal treatment standards” (UTS).
Original treatment standards were set
for each specific waste stream indi-
vidually which created difficulties in
some situations, such as when dif-
ferent waste streams were combined.
The UTS use a consistent set of treat-
ment levels for each constituent re-

ever, are now addressed where they
occur—at the local level.

An emphasis on “livability” pro-
motes continued investment in al-
ready industrialized areas, with two
very important outcomes: our inner
cities can return to vibrant and safer
places to live and work and less sub-

Agency’'s OSWER. For more information see
Innovations in OSWERt http://Awww.epa.gov/
swerrims/whatsnew.htm. This report presents
an integrated picture of OSWER'’s major inno-
vations and describes how its programs have
evolved to meet new challenges and also im-
prove existing ways of doing business

RCRA/Superfund hotline is 800/424-9346, or
703/412-9810 if calling from Washington D.C.
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A Vision for Cleanup (Continued from Page Q)ry agencies, and other stakehold-

The Office of Site Closure sees
the reorganization as an opportunity
to refocus on the core mission of
achieving site cleanup. To achieve
this new vision, the Office of Site
Closure has identified several key
tools (see Exhibit 1) that will en-
hance the ability to achieve this vi-
sion.

These tools will enhance the de-
cision process at cleanup sites. Ul-
timately, a variety of factors influ-
ence which remedy is selected and
the cleanup levels reached at the
various DOE sites. The remedy se-
lection process involves extensive in-
teractions with the public, regula-

ers. Various criteria are evaluated, in-
cluding effectiveness of the pro-
posed remedy, its ability to be imple-
mented, and overall cost. The ac-
tual cleanup level achieved reflects
a balancing of the various factors
involved and is a site-specific deci-
sion. All decisions are made to en-
sure that the current and future risk
to the environment and the public is
acceptable.

For more information about the activities of

EDITORS’ NOTE: Cleaning up the envi-
ronment seems to consistently raise several
issues that the communities involved will
need to resolve. We believe that address-
ing the following questions is crucial to
making progress.

1. What should the relationship between
cleanup and land-use be?
2. Towhat degree should the U.S. Depart-

ment of Energy (DOE) or any other re-
sponsible party assume institutional
control?

3. How should one anticipate and model

the Office of Site Closure, contact Marc Jones

(301/903-6216; email Marc.Jones@em.doe. ~-

gov) or see the Office of Site Closure web site

which will be accessible through the EM
Home page by Summer 2000.

5.

for catastrophic events?

What are the acceptable assumptions
underlying cleanup levels?

What is the appropriate way to use
probabilistic and deterministic risk
analyses?

. What are the cost and risk implications

in meeting suggested cleanup levels?

Exhibit 1: KEY TOOLS TO ACHIEVE THIS VISION

B INNOVATIVE CONTRACTING APPROACHES. Performance-hased contracting is very important, and new

and existing contracts must incorporate incentives that reward contractors that successfully close sites
on time and within cost. The primary contracting strategy will be to identify the appropriate incentives
for each closure site and to improve confidence in each site’s baseline for closure.

B ENHANCED PROGRAMMATIC INTEGRATION. The Office of Site Closure will work with the newly cre-

ated Office of Integration and Disposition to identify ways to optimize closure activities across sites, to
sequence events to minimize costs, and to reach agreements necessary to close sites as quickly and
safely as possible.

B ADMINISTRATIVE STREAMLINING. Non-safety-related policies and procedures that are not relevant

to the tasks at hand and offer little value to sites that are going out of business will be reduced. The
Office of Site Closure will also streamline requirements associated with disposition, records manage-
ment, and workforce transition.

M REGULATORY STREAMLINING. Working with regulators, the Office of Site Closure will shift the focus

from compliance with procedures, rules, and regulations to one of identifying means to solving prob-
lems collaboratively with minimal distraction from actual cleanup activities.

M IMPROVED TECHNOLOGIES. The Office of Site Closure will work closely with the Office of Science and

Technology to apply best science and technology to site closure technical challenges and share results
across the DOE complex.

B NEW FINANCIAL/BUDGET STRATEGIES. The Office of Site Closure will work with the Office of Manage-

ment and Budget and Congress to refine and streamline the budget and financial processes to focus
more on site closure.

SETTING PLUTONIUM
ACTION LEVELS

From the Rocky Flats Radionuclide Soil
Oversight Panel

At the U.S. Department of
Energy’s (DOE) Rocky Flats Site an
independent study has proposed ara-
dionuclide soil action level (RSAL) of
35 picocuries/gram for plutonium.
The RSAL was developed at a dose
limit of 15 millirem and the scenario
that people were living on a ranch at
the site. This level is considerably less
than the allowable amount in the
1996 cleanup agreement between
the DOE, the U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA), and the Colo-
rado Department of Public Health and
the Environment (CDPHE). The clean-
up agreement covers environmental
remediation activities since the ces-
sation of nuclear weapons production
in 1992,

The independent study was initi-
ated when members of the commu-
nity became concerned after learning
how the Rocky Flats RSALs compared
to those elsewhere (Table 1). Mary
Harlow, RSAL Oversight Panel (OP)
member, stated that the RSAL OP pro-
cess set a new paradigm for public

(Continued on Page 8)
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(Continued from Page 7)

Table 1: 1996 COMPARISON OF SOIL
ACTION LEVELS FOR PLUTONIUM
PLUTONIUM

LOCATION ACTION LEVEL*
Rocky Flats Environmental | 651
Technology Site
Nevada Test Site 200
Enewetak Atoll South 40
Pacific bomb test site
Hanford Nuclear Reser- 34
vationin Washington state
Johnson Atoll 15
* in picocuries per gram of soil

participation. “This was a total com-
munity effort. DOE did not interfere
with the process.” Another RSAL OP
member, Hank Stovall, believes the
work advanced risk assessment by ap-
plying Monte Carlo distributions, and
that including a prairie fire scenario
was an important addition.

Results from the entire indepen-
dent assessment which included sev-
eral project tasks can be found on
the web at http://www.rfcab.org./
SALOP reports.html. Tasks included:
research RSALs used at other pluto-
nium-contaminated sites around the
world; explore computer models that
can be used to determine RSALs; rec-
ommend assumptions for the calcu-
lations; conduct an independent cal-
culation; and analyze the results from
an ongoing project (the Actinide Mi-
grations Studies) to determine
whether the findings are applicable.

This recommendation is now under
review by the DOE, EPA, and CDPHE.
As noted in the independent report,
“The approach to cleanup that is ulti-
mately implemented by the DOE at the
Rocky Flats will involve many politi-
cal, social, economic, and moral deci-
sions. It is imperative that all involved
in the decision process recognize these
factors and the integration of ideas that
must go into making a decision of this
type.” DOE is reviewing the inputs,
parameters, and assumptions used in
the calculation; evaluating how the
RSAL OP recommendations compare

with the regulatory framework under
which it must work; developing site
specific information on the impact of
a prairie fire at Rocky Flats; and initiat-
ing an RSAL review in conjunction with
the EPA and CDPHE.

For more information contact Mary Harlow
(303/430-2400) or Hank Stovall (303/466-

generating new theories about can-
cer. Also, the human genome is se-
quenced making it possible to evalu-
ate our specific genetic susceptibility.

Communicating this scientific
knowledge among scientists, model-
ers, regulators, and those who wish
to make informed decisions, includ-

5986) co-chairs of the RSAL OP, or Jeremy ing members of the public, will be key

Karpatkin (303/966-8392) of DOE.

’;KE“ SCIENCE IN SUPPORT OF
e VAL RADIATION RISK POLICY

By Antone L. Brooks, Washington
State University

1 l:lf

The Low Dose Radiation Research
Program supports research that will
help determine health risks from ex-
posures to low levels of radiation (less
than 10 rad). This information is criti-
cal to our providing adequate and ap-
propriate protection of people, as well
as our effectively using our national
resources.

There has been extensive research
on the health effects of high radiation
doses to people. With that data, we
set exposure standards to protect both
the public and the workforce. Models
were used to extrapolate and predict
cancer at low radiation doses from the
cancers observed following exposure
to high doses of radiation. It has not
been possible to directly demonstrate
cancer induction to support these pre-
dictions. Over the next 100 years it
is expected that human radiation ex-
posure will be at low doses from medi-
cal tests, waste cleanup and environ-
mental isolation of materials associ-
ated with nuclear weapons and
nuclear power production.

Advances in science and technol-
ogy have provided new information on
the cellular and molecular biology of
radiation-induced change as a func-
tion of radiation dose. Because we
can now study individual cells, we
know that when one cell is dosed with
radiation other nearby cells will also
respond. Cells communicate with one
another. This changes how we think
about radiation dose and risk and is

to setting good policy.

For more information, contact David G.
Thomassen (301/903-9817) or Antone L.
Brooks (509/372-1912) or check their web
site at http://www.lowdose.org/.

CLEANUP CRITERIA:
CAN ‘RISK-BASED’ CRITERIA
TELL THE WHOLE STORY?

By Seth Guikema, Stanford University

Many people believe that cleanup
criteria for contaminated sites within
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
complex are not always set to achieve
the greatest possible risk reduction
with the available budget. In a paper
presented at the Waste Management
2000 conference (Guikema and
Bollinger, 2000), Mark Bollinger and
| argued that this occurs largely be-
cause of the regulatory requirements
that govern the DOE cleanup work.
We also outlined some broad areas
in which work could be done to im-
prove the basis of cleanup criteria
from a risk-based perspective — an
ongoing DOE Center for Risk Excel-
lence project.

An important part of risk-related
research is how people perceive risks.
This work traditionally emphasized
aspects of risk such as controllability,
man-made or natural, voluntarily or
involuntarily assumed, and equitable
distribution throughout the population.
Because DOE sites are often located
in areas in which there are a very broad
set of values and views, the risks
posed by contamination are often per-
ceived differently by the many stake-
holder groups. As a democracy, we
cannot lose sight of these views when
setting cleanup standards.

(Continued on Page 9)
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(Continued from Page 8)

Quantitative estimates of risk still
provide the best information available
about the magnitude of the human
health risk. We, as a society, can, and
should, pursue policies that achieve
as much risk reduction as possible
within limited budgets. However, we
should not lose sight of the broad set
of characteristics that govern the per-
ception of risks by those affected.
Incorporating these perceptions into
risk-centered cleanup goals will not be
easy, but it is necessary if we are to
uphold the individual rights that form
the basis of our system of government.

REFERENCES

Guikema, S.D. and M. Bollinger, 2000. The Role
of Risk in DOE Environmental Cleanup Deci-
sion-Making: The Regulatory Requirements. Pre-
sented at Waste Management 2000, February
27 - March 2, 2000, Tucson, AZ.

COMMUNITY VALUES FOR
DECOMMISSIONING A
RESEARCH REACTOR

By John Carter, U.S. Department of Energy

The Brookhaven Graphite Re-
search Reactor at Brookhaven Na-
tional Laboratory was the first reac-
tor devoted to exploring peaceful ap-
plications of the atom. When the U.S.
Department of Energy began planning
the decommissioning of this long-
closed facility, it first asked the com-
munity to describe /ts values toward
the remediation project.

The community’s response pro-
vided the decommis-

spectives. Sixty people participated,
including local residents and civic as-
sociation representatives; teachers
and students; representatives of spe-
cial interest groups, businesses and
the faith community; local, state and
federal elected officials and agency
representatives; laboratory employ-
ees; and members of the media.

What did participants identify as
important (see Figure 1)? At 21 per-
cent, the most stated value was
“communication” described as on-
going, timely and well-informed dia-
logue. Closely related was the com-
munity value “trust and credibility”
at 8 percent.

Operational considerations (pro-
tecting and cleaning up the environ-
ment [14%]; ensuring worker and
public health and safety [9%]; man-
aging and disposing of waste [8%];
transporting waste [8%]; maintaining
cost and schedule [8%]; and, sup-
porting the local economy, including
local workers [7%]) accounted for 54
percent of participants’ stated values.
With this input the Department has:

m Engaged the community in addi-
tional discussion to explore reme-
diation and end-state scenarios;

m Formulated a range of end-state
alternatives; and

m Formed a community working
group to participate in the decom-
missioning project during the sev-
eral years it will take to complete.

For more information, contact John Carter
(631/344-5195; email jcarter@bnl.gov).

sioning team with
grass-roots information
to enhance its planning
for technical evaluation
and ongoing public par-
ticipation.

The early participa-
tion included three
round table discussions
to review the decom-
missioning process and
the facility (a Superfund
area of concern), and to
hear community per-

Figure 1: COMMUNITY VALUES RECORDED,
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~

Local Economy/ __
Employment (7%)

Transportation (8%) -
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Cost and Schedule (8%) |
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__Waste Management
and Disposal (8%)
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WORKSHOP BRINGS
RESEARCHERS AND
END-USERS TOGETHER

By Donna Hale, Idaho National Engineering &
Environmental Laboratory

Over 500 people attended the En-
vironmental Management Science
Program (EMSP) National Workshop
in Atlanta, Georgia held on April 24-
28. The program aims to reduce the
cost and risk of environmental clean-
up through targeted basic science
research. At the meeting U.S. De-
partment of Energy (DOE) “end-us-
ers” were able to learn about research
results from 274 projects. Study ar-
eas showcased in the presentations
and poster sessions included:

Deactivation & Decommissioning
Subsurface Contaminants

Tanks

Mixed Waste

Nuclear Materials

Spent Nuclear Fuel

Consortium for Risk Evaluation
with Stakeholder Participation
Long-Term Stewardship and Risk
m Low-Dose Radiation

The workshop was kicked off
with a keynote address by Carolyn
Huntoon, Assistant Secretary for
DOE’s Environmental Management
(EM). EMSP research projects pro-
vide answers to fundamental issues
that are critical to the EM cleanup
program, enabling solutions that
were not possible with yesterday’s
technology. For example, how recent
knowledge about the degradation of
dense non-aqueous phase liquids by
micro-organisms has altered a regu-
latory decision was presented.

Other sessions were held on user
facilities available to researchers, an
American Society for Testing and
Materials guideline being developed
to define a process for research
transfer, and a training course, Natu-
ral Monitored Attenuation, sponsored
by the National Environmental Train-
ing Office.

Information on the EMSP can be found at
http://femsp.em.doe.gov.
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GENETICALLY MODIFIED ORGANISMS: NATURAL VS. UNNATURAL

The April/May 2000 issue of Risk Ex-
cellence Notes included two thoughtful re-
sponses to the Genetically Modified Organ-
isms (GMOs) articles in the previous edi-
tion. Shaw expressed the concern that
GMOs have been extensively released into
the environment without an adequate pro-
cess to evaluate their long-term impacts.
He recommended a rigorous challenge-re-
view system to provide safeguards against
unanticipated effects. Coalgate suggested
that “instinctive wisdom” is the most reli-
able guide to whether or not our actions in
developing GMOs are really in the long-term
interests of our planet.

By its very nature, agriculture disrupts
natural ecosystems. Monoculture, irrigation,
erosion, and pesticides are some of the ma-
jor contributors to this disruption; GMOs
must be added to the list of changes that
should be evaluated.

“Single gene” modified crops are evalu-
ated in the same manner as any new vari-
ety, namely after an exhaustive 14 -16
years of field evaluation by Agricultural Ex-

periment Stations and commercial seed
companies. The results of these tests en-
sure that the seeds/plants perform, as they
are bred. Safety and efficiency are the
“standards” that must be met. The first
GMOs moved from the laboratory to the
greenhouse and to the field in the early
1980s. They became commercially avail-
able in the mid- to late 1990s. They re-
ceived the approval of the plant breeders,
seed companies, and Federal agencies of
the United States.

Because of the process involved, i.e.,
genetic engineering, critics call them “un-
natural”, and they are. But nature conserves
genetic information. As we elucidate the
genomes, we are finding commonality of
genes between man, animals, microorgan-
ism, and plants. Co-evolution occurs, and
genes move/modify allowing survival of the
species; nature produced pesticide tolerant
genes, not man.

An editorial in the May 18, 2000, Lon-
don Times, noted that “science has not be-

come the greatest instrument for discover-
ing the truth about the natural world with-
out making enemies”. The editorial notes
that many people are happy to benefit from
rapid transportation, good health, plentiful
food, and the luxury of having time to think,
but they are uncomfortable with the pro-
cess that has been responsible for these
improvements. They feel that science is al-
ways on the verge of going too far. The
Times editorial stated, “When people ap-
peal to instincts, and imply they embody a
truth to be valued above intellect, this is
not only nonsense, but dangerous non-
sense”.

These differences must be reconciled.
The challenge process suggested by Shaw
and the comparison of risks of both exist-
ing and new agro-technologies recom-
mended by Coalgate should be part of that
review.

Al Young, Center for Risk Excellence,
Argonne, IL, USA

In December 1999 the U.S. Environmen-
tal Protection Agency (EPA) — Office of Solid
Waste and Emergency Response issued guid-
ance entitled, Radliation Risk Assessment at
CERCLA (Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act)
Sites: Question & Answer, (EPA 540/R/99/
006). This guidance and the associated
transmittal letter contain a rather disconcert-
ing clarification. According to the guidance,
the 15 millirem/year rad standard should NOT
be viewed as a presumptive cleanup stan-
dard. Instead, the preliminary remediation
goals (PRGs) should be calculated using the
radionuclide-specific cancer slope factors

CLEANUP GOALS

(e.g., from Health Effects Assessment Sum-
mary Tables [HEAST]) and the equations in
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund
(RAGS)-Part B. By my calculations the
HEAST/RAGS estimates would result in
lower cleanup standards - at least for some
radionuclides - than those based on the 15
millirem/year standard. The guidance also ap-
pears to imply that PRGs for radionuclides
should be based on the CERCLA point of
departure value of 1078 rather than the 104
upper end of the risk range. At numerous
radiation cleanup sites around the U.S. this
inconsistency will likely cause issues that
have to be negotiated by the decision-mak-

ers involved. This has the potential to cause
different limits at different sites.

A second issue in the new guidance has
to do with aggregation of cancer risk. Ac-
cording to the guidance, cancer risk from
radionuclide and nonradionuclide carcino-
gens should be summed to provide an esti-
mate of the combined risk presented by all
carcinogenic contaminants. In the past this
has not been a requirement.

Do you have any advice regarding how
we should approach discussion of these
issues with the regulatory community?

Steven Clark, Richland, Washington, USA

(SPEAK YOUR MIND Continued on Page 11)

http://riskcenter.doe.gov

Page 10

£ Printed on recycled paper



Volume 2, Number 5

Risk Excellence Notes

June/July 2000

SPEAK YOUR MIND (Continued from Page 10)

| read Bruce Church’s article Unacknowil-
edged Transfer of Risk (January, 2000 Risk
Excellence Notes). In it the author cites
some startling statistics for two radiation
cleanup projects to which he assigns prob-
abilities of worker fatality risk. It is sug-
gested that radiation remedial project fa-
tality risk exceed the annual fatality risk for
the U.S. construction industry as a whole.
All of this suggests that, all things being
equal, radiation remedial projects are far
more dangerous for workers than say, build-
ing homes. So far, so good.

INVOLUNTARY RISK

Church’s point is well taken. Workers
are exposed to higher fatality risks than
members of the public would tolerate. How-
ever, Church’s claim that “public policy has
given little consideration of...” the effect of
ultra-conservative environmental standards
on impacts to workers, does not easily flow
from the information presented. The impli-
cation that worker risks are discounted by
those setting public policy is wrong. Public
policy must take many factors into account,
not the least of which is worker safety and
health. Public policy makers know that it is
unfair and unproductive to compare volun-

tary risk (e.g., construction work) with in-
voluntary risk (e.g., environmentally induced
public health threats). Perhaps inadvertently,
Church makes such a comparison by citing
what he believes to be unnecessarily pro-
tective standards as a cause of higher worker
risks (Church’s Table 1. Risk Description In
Order of Likelihood of Occurring). Discount-
ing public health measures in this manner
can be misleading, and trivializes real dis-
tress people experience when confronted
with involuntary risks.

John Bascietto, Washington, DC, USA

RESPONSE TO JOHN BASCIETTO UNACKNOWLEDGED TRANSFER OF RISK

| wish to thank Mr. Bascietto for his com-
ments concerning my statement that policy
makers give little consideration of worker
risks when requiring compliance to ultra-con-
servative environmental standards (January
2000 Risk Excellence Notes). | must first
apologize for the brevity of the article in at-
tempting to comply with the editorial require-
ment of 300 words. Mr. Bascietto says that,
“The implication that worker risks are dis-
counted by those setting public policy is
wrong.” He further contends that compar-
ing construction work (e.g., voluntary risk)
with environmentally induced public health
threats (e.g., involuntary risk) is unfair and
unproductive. Unfortunately, Mr. Bascietto
offers no evidence.

| remain unconvinced that policy mak-
ers seriously make any risk cost benefit
decisions showing concern for workers. |
would like to mention just two points, of
many, which support this conclusion. 1)
Observation that most remedial action takes
place on land historically and currently un-
occupied by residents. This is especially
true for DOE sites. If land is currently un-
occupied then there is a choice in land use,
if there is a choice then any future risk as
determined by the land use would naturally
be one that is volunteered. 2) An ultra con-
servative environmental standard is illus-
trated by Hanford’s cleanup level for Cesi-
ums-137 of 6.2 picocuries/gram (pCi/g).

This is at such a low concentration that
levels in excess of this magnitude can be
found naturally in the environment because
of worldwide fallout, generally correlated
with high rain and snowfall. If policy mak-
ers require the extensive excavation and
movement of soil with 6.2 pCi/g at up to
15 feet deep then why is it OK at other
locations on the surface.

| don’t think it passes the “Ho, Ho”
test—justifying remedial actions that kill the
real people doing the excavating to those
concentrations lower than those from fall-
out, and in places where nobody lives.

Bruce W. Church, Logandale, NV, USA

JULY 16-21, 2000: GORDON RESEARCH CONFER-
ENCE ON NUCLEAR WASTE & ENERGY, New Lon-
don, NH. Contact the conference (401/
783-4011; web site http://grc.uri.edu).

AUG. 16-18: FUTURE RESEARCH FOR IMPROVING
RISK ASSESSMENT METHODS OF MICE, MEN, AND
MODELS, Snowmass Village, CO. For more
information contact Estella A. Lazenby
(301/588-6000 x239; email elazenby@
kevric.com).

NOV. 12-16: SOCIETY FOR ENVIRONMENTAL TOXI-
COLOGY AND CHEMISTRY (SETAC) ANNUAL MEET-
ING will include a Debate on Sediment
Criteria (i.e. Sediment Quality Guidelines),
Nashville, TN. For more information on the
debate contact Wesley Birge (606/257-
5800; email bio110@pop.uky.edu) or
SETAC (http://www.setac.org).

Upcoming EvenTs

CALL FOR PAPERS

JULY 31 ABSTRACTS DUE FOR MARCH 4 - 8, 2001:
REMOTE DIVISION OF THE AMERICAN NUCLEAR SO-
CIETY 9TH MEETING, Seattle, WA. For more in-
formation contact Neil Norman (509/946-
0415; web site http://www.ans-ews.com/
roboticsO1.html.).

AUG. 4 ABSTRACTS DUE FOR FEB.
25 — MAR. 1, 2001: WASTE
MANAGEMENT '01, HIGH LEVEL

WASTE. LOW LEVEL WASTE, 01
MIXED WASTES AND ENVIRON-

MENTAL RESTORATION — WORKING TOWARDS A
CLEANER ENVIRONMENT. Proposed Topics:

1.0 Cross-Cutting Policies & Programs

2.0 High-Level, TRU, Spent-Fuel

3.0 Low Level, Intermediate Level, Mixed
and Hazardous Waste

4.0 Transportation and Packaging

5.0 Environmental Remediation

6.0 Commercial Waste Management

7.0 Public Communication, Participa-
tion, Education and Training

80 D&bDbD

9.0 Special Wastes, Migration,
TENORM, or other Cross-Cutting or
Special Non-Track Issues

10.0 General — Abstracts that do not ap-

pear to fit into any other category.
For more information contact: WM Sym-
posia, Inc. (520/636-0399; email for ab-
stracts abstracts@wmsym.org; web site
http://www.wmsym.org/wmO1).
FOR MORE EVENTS, SEE “CALENDAR”
ON OUR WEB SITE

http://riskcenter.doe.gov
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Please visit the
Center’s web site at

tp://riskcenter.doe.gov

and share your
thoughts about the
newsletter and our
web site.

SUBMITTAL OF ARTICLES, LETTERS,
COMMENTS, and QUESTIONS

THE NEXT ISSUE OF RISK EXCELLENCE NOTES WILL FOCUS ON DIFFERENCES
IN PHILOSOPHICAL APPROACHES TO RISK. Submittal of articles, address
changes, and information for Risk Excellence Notes is encouraged and should be
sent to Mary Jo Acke Ramicone or Nancy Lane at:

Mary Jo's

Email: maryjo.acke@ch.doe.gov
Phone: 630/252-8796

Fax: 630/252-2654

Nancy’s

Email: lane@oneworld.owt.com
Phone: 509/942-9053

Fax: 509/942-0743

Send address changes or other mail to:
Risk Excellence Notes

c/o Lane Environmental, Inc.

P.O. Box 925

Richland, WA 99352
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